One of the primary dimensions of the multifactor leadership questionnaire (MLQ) developed by Bass and associates is idealized influence, or charisma. However, there has been very little empirical support for this dimension in a number of previous studies. We argue that this lack of support is due to the attributional nature of charisma and the situational impact on the existence of, or the need for, charismatic leadership. The current study supported this contention and provided a more parsimonious operationalization of the MLQ, which did not include the idealized influence dimension.
usually been aggregated to form a single transformational leadership scale. (e.g. Bycio et al., 1995; Tepper and Percy, 1994) . Moreover, the idealized influence, or charismatic, dimension has been particularly troublesome; in particular, it has been very highly correlated with the inspirational motivation scale (e.g. Yammarino and Dubinsky, 1994) .
The concept of idealized influence was derived from the study of charismatic leadership, characterized by extraordinary leaders who usually emerge in a context of crisis or major change (Yukl, 1994) . However, most of the research using the MLQ has been conducted in organizations that were not experiencing crisis or major change (e.g. hospitals). Thus, contextual stability may explain in part why there has been little evidence for the idealized influence dimension of the MLQ. In a stable organization, charismatic leadership would be neither necessary nor expected nor, possibly, even desirable (Conger and Kanungo, 1987) . Another possible explanation for the lack of empirical support is the manner in which idealized influence has been operationalized. An examination of the items included in Bass and Avolio's scale suggests that it may be multidimensional in nature, and contains items that assess multiple constructs, including behaviors, attributions and outcomes.
The purpose of the current study is twofold. First, we will examine the extent to which the MLQ measures the dimensions that it purports to measure. The MLQ has not been subjected to an independent assessment of its content adequacy. Second, we will assess the relevance of idealized influence in a stable work organization. Bass (1985) suggested that charismatic leadership would be more likely to be found in a new and struggling organization or an old one that is failing, than in a successful, stable organization.
We will begin by briefly discussing the literature on transformational leadership. Next, we will discuss the empirical results from previous studies that have used the MLQ. Finally, we will present the results from the current study examining the conceptual adequacy and psychometric qualities of the MLQ.
Transformational leadership
Burns (1978) proposed that the leadership process occurs in one of two ways, either transactional or transformational. Transactional leadership emphasizes the clarification of goals, work standards, and task assignments and focuses on task completion with compliance based on incentives and rewards to appeal to the self-interest of followers (Bass, 1985) . In contrast, Burns characterized transformational leaders as those who motivate followers by appealing to higher ideals and moral values. More specifically, Yukl defined transformational leadership as "the process of influencing major changes in the attitudes and assumptions of organization members and building commitment for the organization's mission or objectives" (Yukl, 1989, p. 204) .
Based on the work of Burns and others, Bass and his colleagues (e.g. Bass, 1985; 1990; Bass and Avolio, 1994; Seltzer and Bass, 1990 ) developed a theory and measure of transformational leadership. In their recent book, Bass and Avolio (1994) proposed that transformational leadership is composed of four dimensions, described as the "Four Is'' and measured by the MLQ. The first is idealized influence (II; charisma), which is based on a follower's respect and admiration for the leader. Next is individualized consideration (IC), the extent to which the leader cares about the individual followers' concerns and developmental needs.
Third is intellectual stimulation (IS), the degree to which the leader provides followers with interesting and challenging tasks and encourages them to solve problems in their own way. Finally, inspirational motivation (IM) is based on communication of expectations and followers' confidence in the leader's vision and values. Like Burns, Bass and Avolio also discussed transformational leadership as a contrast to transactional leadership. Bass and Avolio argued that these styles of leadership are not necessarily mutually exclusive, however, and that the same individual may vary his or her leadership style at different times or in different situations.
A number of studies have demonstrated support for the predictive validity of the MLQ. Bass, Avolio, and their associates (e.g. Bass, 1985; Hater and Bass, 1988; Seltzer and Bass, 1990; Avolio and Howell, 1992) found significant relationships between transformational leadership and subordinate satisfaction with the leader and leader effectiveness. However, there have been some criticisms regarding the measurement qualities of the MLQ. Sashkin and Burke (1990) argued that "the MLQ does not adequately incorporate key theoretical elements of transformational leadership..(p. 301). Bycio et al. (1995) stated that acceptance of the validity of the factor structure of the MLQ is premature. Yukl (1994) argued that some of the items are attributional in nature, not assessing specific leadership behaviors. In addition, he argued that limitations of the research used in the development of the MLQ make it difficult to draw any firm conclusions.
There have been at least four recent attempts to assess the dimensionality of the MLQ. Yammarino and Dubinsky (1994) conducted a principal components factor analysis of the idealized influence (ten items), inspirational motivation (seven items), intellectual stimulation (ten items) and individualized consideration (ten items) dimensions of the MLQ. Owing to "very high loadings on a single transformational factor" (Yammarino and Dubinski, 1994, p. 799) and high correlations among the four dimensions (0.70 to 0.91), the scales were collapsed into a single transformational measure and incorporated into their study. Howell and Avolio (1993) also attempted to provide some support for the factor structure of the measure, using Form 10 of the MLQ, which consists of three dimensions: idealized influence, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration. However, they appear to have used a withinscale (i.e. dimension) factor analytic procedure for assessing the degree of item fit (see Fornell, 1982) and correlations among the dimensions ranged from 0.48 to 0.58.
In one of the two studies that focussed on the measurement qualities of the MLQ, Bycio et al. (1995) conducted a series of confirmatory factor analyses using data from 1,376 nurses (97 percent female) who responded to a subset of items from Form 1 of the MLQ. Twenty-seven items were used to represent three transformational leadership dimensions (17 II items, seven IC items, and three IS items) and 13 items were used to assess two transactional leadership dimensions (seven contingent reward items, and six passive management-byexception items). They found weak support for the five-factor model, and the correlations among the transformational and contingent reward scales were high (0.81 to 0.91). Tepper and Percy (1994) also investigated the factor structure of the MLQ using two independent samples (N -290 undergraduates and N -90 managers). They examined an eight-factor model that included the Four Is, and four dimensions of transactional leadership (two contingent reward scales, and active and passive management-by exception). Similar to Bycio et al. (1995) , Tepper and Percy administered a subset of the MLQ items to the sample 1 participants. Using 24 items from the 72-item version of the MLQ (three items per dimension), the results provided little support for the eight-factor model. Consequently, Tepper and Percy eliminated eight items (including all six items from the two management-byexception scales), and then conducted several additional confirmatory analyses to determine the number of factors that best represented the data. The best fitting model consisted of four factors, with the idealized influence and inspirational items loading on a single factor, and the individualized consideration, intellectual stimulation, and contingent reward items each loading on their own factor. Sample 2 participants completed all 72 MLQ items. However, the analyses only focussed on the convergent and discriminant validity of the idealized influence, inspirational motivation, and contingent reward dimensions. Again, Tepper and Percy were unable to distinguish the idealized influence and inspirational motivation dimensions and argued that these dimensions represented a single latent construct.
The studies by Bycio et al. (1995) and Tepper and Percy (1994) support the measurement concerns associated with the MLQ, particularly with the charisma dimension. However, these recent findings should be interpreted cautiously. Both studies used older versions of the MLQ. In addition, neither study provided an adequate justification for using a subset of the total items. Finally, neither study considered the theoretical implications of the results. Consequently, a more rigorous assessment of a recent version of the MLQ is warranted.
The current study
Owing to the concerns noted above, two studies were conducted to explore the measurement qualities and factor structure of the MLQ, and to provide guidance for future scale development and refinement. In Study 1, a content adequacy assessment (see Schriesheim et al., 1993) of the transformational leadership items was conducted. In Study 2 a series of confirmatory factor analyses, internal consistency estimates, and correlations was conducted on a revised set of transformational leadership items.
Study 1

Sample, procedure and measure
Based on a procedure suggested by Schriesheim et al. (1993) , a content adequacy assessment was conducted to examine the extent to which the transformational leadership items adequately represent the respective leadership dimensions. The sample consisted of 57 graduate business students at a large north-eastern university. The average age of the students was 28, 46 percent were female, and they had an average of seven years of work experience. The researchers administered questionnaires during normal class time, taking approximately 20 minutes to complete. Explicit verbal instructions (as well as written directions) were provided prior to administration, and the responses were anonymous.
Respondents rated each of the 39 transformational leadership items from Form 5-X of the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Bass and Avolio, 1990) on the extent to which they believed the items were consistent with each of the four dimensions of transformational leadership. Response choices ranged from one (not at all) to five (completely). The definition of one of the four transformational leadership dimensions was presented at the top of each page of the questionnaire, followed by a listing of all transformational leadership items. To control for response bias that may occur from order effects, four versions of the questionnaire were administered, each with the definitions presented in a different order. Extreme care was taken to ensure that the definitions were consistent with Bass and Avolio's (1994) conceptualization of the four transformational leadership dimensions. Table I presents the definitions used for this assessment.
Analyses
To identify those items that were appropriately categorized, an analysis of variance procedure was employed. First, the mean score for each item on each of the four transformational leadership scales was calculated. Then, a comparison of means was conducted for each item across the four definitions to identify those items that were evaluated appropriately (i.e. statistically significantly higher on the appropriate definition utilizing t-tests; p < 0.05). It was felt that the sample size was quite adequate for assessing the practical significant differences between the means. A larger sample would have revealed smaller statistically significant differences that may in fact be less consequential.
Results
The results from the content adequacy analysis revealed that 23 of the 39 items were classified correctly. These results provided some support for the Four Is, as three idealized influence items, four inspirational motivation items, eight intellectual stimulation items, and eight individualized considerations items were judged to reflect the proposed leadership dimension. Table II presents the mean ratings for all items. 
Sample
Although the late 1980s had been quite turbulent in the hotel industry, at the time the data were collected in the mid-to late 1990s the industry was very stable with steady growth. The 291 responses included in this study came from upper-level and middle-level managers from two large US hotel management organizations. The referent leaders for this study were the respondents' managers with whom they interacted on a frequent basis. The average age of respondents was 38, and 45 percent were females. Most of the individuals (67 percent) had been in their current job longer than one year, and most (69 percent) had at least some undergraduate college experience.
Procedure and measure
The authors administered questionnaires directly to 214 respondents. An additional 140 questionnaires were distributed through the mail. Of these, 77 usable questionnaires (56 percent) were returned. There were no significant mean differences between the two sub-samples on any of the variables used in this study. Therefore, all analyses were based on a total sample of 291 cases. All participants responded on a voluntary basis and were assured that responses would remain confidential.
The 39 items that comprise the transformational leadership measures of the MLQ were administered to all respondents. However, only the reduced set of items from Study 1 (23 items) was retained for further analysis.
Analyses
First, a confirmatory factor analysis of the 23 items was conducted using LISREL 8.03 (Joreskog and Sorbom, 1993) . Internal consistency reliabilities (Cronbach's alpha) were then computed for each of the revised factors. Finally, correlations among the revised scales were computed to examine the relationships among the dimensions.
Results
The fit of the four-factor confirmatory model was evaluated using the variance-covariance matrix as input and a maximum likelihood solution. The overall chi-square was statistically significant (y 2 = 532.28; df = 224; p < 0.01), the goodness of fit index was 0.76, the comparative fit index was 0.86, the normed fit index was 0.78, the non-normed fit index was 0.84, and the root mean square residual for the predicted minus observed correlation matrices was 0.09. As these indices were not within the range of conventionally accepted values (see Bollen, 1989) , the four-factor model was not supported.
However, modification indices for the lambda matrix suggested that fit could be improved. One approach that can be taken to enhance model fit is to eliminate items that load on multiple factors. According to Medsker et al. (1994) , values less than four are acceptable for defining a factor, while values higher than five indicate that the items load on multiple factors and that error terms may be correlated. The modification indices showed that ten items exceeded the suggested cutoff. Thus, the three remaining idealized influence items were eliminated, one inspirational motivation item was eliminated, five individualized consideration items were eliminated, and one intellectual stimulation item was eliminated. The remaining three factors were defined by 13 items: three IM items; three IC items; and seven IS items.
Results from a confirmatory factor analysis of the revised scales supported a three-factor model. Using the sample variance-covariance matrix as input and a maximum likelihood solution, the overall chi-square was statistically significant (% 2 = 159.00; df = 62; p < 0.01), the goodness of fit index was 0.92, the comparative fit index was 0.95, the normed fit index was 0.92, the non-normed fit index was 0.94, and the root mean square residual for the predicted minus observed correlation matrices was 0.06. Although the chi-square was statistically significant, this finding was not considered problematic, as this statistic is particularly sensitive to sample size (cf. Bollen, 1989) . Moreover, all other indices provided convincing support for a three-factor model.
Descriptive statistics, internal consistency reliability estimates, and correlations among the revised transformational leadership scales are listed in Table III. The internal consistency estimates were adequate (0.80 to 0.85) and the correlations among the revised transformational leadership scales were substantially lower than those found in previous research.
Discussion
The results from the current and previous research suggests that perhaps Bass and his colleagues have developed a good theory of transformational leadership, but they have not designed a measure that assesses it very well. Alternatively, perhaps their theory is flawed. As in many studies in the past, the proposed factor structure of the MLQ did not receive empirical support. Unlike studies in the past, however, we have learned more about why this may be the case. On the surface, the three factors supported by the confirmatory factor analyses in Study 2 appear to be consistent with three of the "Four Is" proposed by Bass. However, a close inspection of the items revealed a more narrow behavioral operationalization of transformational leadership, suggesting that MLQ dimensions are too broadly defined as shown in Table IV . One dimension was represented by seven intellectual stimulation items. These items are primarily associated with creative problem-solving behaviors such as "encourages nontraditional thinking to deal with traditional problems" and "re-examines critical assumptions to question whether they are important". It appears that these items measure that part of the intellectual stimulation dimension and that this scale possesses both conceptual and empirical distinctiveness. One of the items from the MLQ scale that was not included in the revised measure, "questions the traditional ways of doing things", was not judged to be empirically consistent in the confirmatory factor analysis. Two other items, "encourages me to express my ideas and opinions" and "encourages addressing problems by using reasoning and evidence, rather than unsupported opinion" did not survive the content adequacy assessment and appear to be conceptually inconsistent with the creative and innovative theme associated with the seven retained items.
A second dimension included three individualized consideration items. These items reflect behaviors that demonstrate a concern for individual subordinate development. However, in addition to a concern for subordinate development, Bass and Avolio (1994) suggested that this dimension involves more general consideration behaviors such as treatment of others and treatment as individuals. Thus, it appears that a more narrow set of consideration behaviors may characterize transformational leaders.
The third dimension was represented by three inspirational motivation items. While these items include motivating elements, they also have a future-oriented theme that is based on open, verbal communication. Similar to individualized consideration, this dimension appears to be more narrowly defined, as items such as "provides continuous encouragement" were not included in the final scale.
One of the most striking results was the lack of support for idealized influence. The fact that only three of the nine charismatic items survived the content adequacy assessment analysis suggests that there is a lack of conceptual consistency among the items and the difficulty followers may have in perceiving values and beliefs. Even though these three items had some degree of content adequacy, the results from the initial confirmatory factor analysis in Study 2 showed they loaded on multiple factors. Charisma is purported to be one of the cornerstones of transformational leadership, yet this dimension did not receive much empirical support. It would appear that respondents cannot differentiate idealized influence as an independent construct, which may be due to large variances in attributions in a stable organization. These results are similar to several other studies that have been unable to demonstrate support for the charismatic leadership dimension (Bycio, et al., 1995; Tepper and Percy, 1994) . Bass and Avolio (1993) acknowledged there has been difficulty in establishing the discriminant validity of the four factors. That may be true, but Form 5-X of the MLQ does not seem to adequately capture this distinction. Several reasons for this seem plausible.
First, it would appear that the problem with the MLQ comes partially from the manner in which it was created. This measure was developed inductively by generating measures from individual items rather than developing items based on a theoretical definition. While this approach is often used, it requires expertise in content analysis and relies heavily on post hoc factor analytical techniques to ultimately determine scale construction (Hinkin, 1995) . This technique also makes interpretation and labeling of factors more difficult (Ford et at., 1986) . As noted earlier, measures may often demonstrate adequate internal consistency reliability, yet do not demonstrate stable factor structure and are highly intercorrelated. Simply because items correlate with one another does not mean that they assess the same construct. Without a strong theoretical foundation, there is little assurance that results will demonstrate adequate construct validity (Nunnally, 1978) .
Second, the studies using the MLQ have focussed on the relationships between the MLQ dimensions and various independent and dependent variables. Little attention has been given to the psychometric qualities of transformational leadership measures (Bycio et at., 1995) . In particular, the MLQ has not been subjected to any rigorous form of factor analysis that has supported the proposed theoretical structure. In addition, there has been little attempt to establish discriminant or convergent validity of the MLQ. These problems are particularly troublesome, as much more information is necessary to judge the validity of the measure.
Third, there appear to be problems with the theoretical (content) adequacy of some of the items included in the MLQ. Study 1 demonstrated that 16 of the MLQ items have questionable properties. In addition, several other items were shown to possess poor perceptual and thus factoranalytic distinctiveness. However, a great deal of clarity was revealed when these items were deleted. As Thurstone (1947) stated, measures should be parsimonious, comprising the minimum number of items that adequately assess the domain of interest. This can be achieved for most constructs with as few as three to five items (Harvey et at., 1985; Hinkin and Schriesheim, 1989) . Thus, the refinement of scales and the identification of unidimensional underlying constructs may be keys to better understanding transformational leadership.
Finally, the expectation that charismatic leaders exist or are needed in typical business organizations may be unrealistic. Much of the early theoretical development on charismatic leadership focussed on religious and political leaders, and emphasized the importance of situational factors as well as value or ideological congruence between the leader and followers (Yukl, 1994) . Much of the work in this area in business settings emphasizes that a crisis may be a necessary condition for a charismatic leader to emerge (Tichy and Devanna, 1986) . The attention to religious, political and national leaders suggests that it may be difficult to find, observe and measure charisma in typical work organizations. This is consistent with a suggestion by Bycio et at. (1995) , who noted range restriction on transformational leadership items using a sample of nurses in a hospital setting and suggested situational factors may have an impact on charismatic leadership. In contrast, Keller (1992) found the means for charismatic leadership items in a research and development setting to be quite high with large standard deviations. The setting may play a very large role in the transformational leadership process, an idea that is consistent with contingency theories of leadership. This is clearly an area that needs further theory development and empirical research.
In addition, charisma involves an attributional process (Conger and Kanungo, 1987) . Subordinates in a work setting base this interpretive process on leader characteristics that may not be directly observable or discernible. A close look at the idealized influence items strongly supports this argument (e.g. "considers the ethical and moral consequences of his/her decisions"). The extent to which idealized influence can be operationalized in terms of specific behaviors may be quite limited. Perhaps it is time to de-emphasize the importance of idealized influence as a component of transformational leadership and focus on specific, identifiable leadership behaviors.
This approach would be consonant with Bennis and Nanus (1985) , who studied 90 innovative leaders in industry and the public sector and found that articulating a vision of the future, emphasis on organizational and individual learning, and the development of commitment and trust were the factors that characterized transformational leaders; these results are very consistent with our own. Similarly, Yukl (1994) describes transformational leadership as influencing major changes in organization members and building commitment for the organization's objectives. Together, these studies should lead us to question whether we should expect to find charismatic leaders in typical work organizations.
In conclusion, this investigation has attempted to be constructive. Despite the shortcomings of the MLQ, it appears that Bass and his colleagues have identified several leader behaviors that appear to be components of transformational leadership. The current study demonstrated empirical support for three behaviorally oriented dimensions of transformational leadership that are consistent with theoretical propositions. The first dimension, intellectual stimulation, might be more appropriately defined as non-traditional approaches to problems. The second dimension, individualized consideration, may be better thought of as individualized development. Dimension three, inspirational motivation, might be better described as articulating a future orientation.
There are several important managerial implications of this study. Previous research has found transformational leadership to be positively correlated with satisfaction with the leader, effectiveness of the leader, role clarity, mission clarity, and openness of communication (Hinkin and Tracey, 1994) . Charisma may not be relevant for managers in stable organizational environments but the three other dimensions may be very important in achieving the aforementioned outcomes. Thus, managers should communicate a sense of where the organization is going, develop the skills and abilities of subordinates, and encourage innovative problem solving. It is these leadership behaviors that can truly transform organizations. In contrast, crisis may be a necessary precondition for a truly charismatic leader to emerge, when dissatisfaction is high and value congruence and unquestioned obedience are needed to ensure organizational survival. This line of thinking is consistent with several contingency theories of leadership proposing that individuals must modify their behavior to fit the situation or find a situation that fits their leadership style (e.g. Fiedler, 1967; House, 1971) . Clearly, studying transformational leadership in turbulent environments might lead to better understanding of charismatic leadership, as implied by studies by Bycio et al. (1995) and Keller (1992) .
It would certainly be appropriate for managers in organizations facing turbulence and uncertainty to utilize inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration. By assuming these leadership roles managers can create awareness of the need for change, clarify the focus of the organization, and provide necessary resources and support for change. If idealized influence, as conceptualized by Bass, is not necessary in stable organizations, it would be interesting to understand the extent to which idealized influence would emerge in organizations successfully navigating turbulent environments. Future research should involve a closer examination of the idealized influence construct and the development of items to supplement the two three-item scales, assuring adequate domain sampling while maintaining parsimony. It would then be appropriate to replicate this study in different contexts and to examine the relationships between these behaviors and relevant organizational outcomes. It is hoped that the current work is useful for facilitating future development of the theoretical domain and measurement of transformational leadership.
